Although microfinance institutions across the world are moving from group lending towards individual lending, this strategic shift is not substantiated by sufficient empirical evidence on the impact of both types of lending on borrowers. We present such evidence from a randomised field experiment in rural Mongolia. We find a positive impact of access to group loans on food consumption and entrepreneurship. Among households that were offered group loans the likelihood of owning an enterprise increases by ten per cent more than in control villages. Enterprise profits increase over time as well, particularly for the less-educated. For individual lending on the other hand, we detect no significant increase in consumption or enterprise ownership. These results are in line with theories that stress the disciplining effect of group lending: joint liability may deter borrowers from using loans for non-investment purposes. Our results on informal transfers are consistent with this hypothesis. Borrowers in group-lending villages are less likely to make informal transfers to families and friends while borrowers in individual-lending villages are more likely to do so. We find no significant difference in repayment rates between the two lending programs, neither of which entailed weekly repayment meetings.
Introduction
The effectiveness of microcredit as a tool to combat poverty is much debated now that after years of rapid growth microfinance institutions (MFIs) in various countries -including India, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Nicaragua -are struggling with client overindebtedness, repayment problems, and in some cases a political backlash against the microfinance sector as a whole. This heightened scepticism, perhaps most strongly voiced by Bateman (2010) , also follows the publication of the findings -summarised below -of a number of randomised field experiments indicating that the impact of microcredit might be more modest than thought by its strongest advocates. These studies have tempered the expectations many had about the ability of microcredit to lift people out of poverty.
Much remains unclear about whether, and how, microcredit can help the poor to improve their lives. Answering these questions is even more important now that the microcredit industry is changing in various ways. In particular, increased scale and professionalisation has led a number of leading MFIs to move from group or joint-liability lending, as pioneered by the Bangladeshi Grameen bank in the 1970s, to individual microlending. 1 Under joint liability, small groups of borrowers are responsible for the repayment of each other's loans. All group members are treated as being in default when at least one of them does not repay and all members are denied subsequent loans. Because co-borrowers act as guarantors they screen and monitor each other and in so doing, reduce agency problems between the MFI and its borrowers. A potential downside to joint-liability lending is that it often involves time-consuming weekly repayment meetings and exerts strong social pressure, making it potentially onerous for borrowers. This is one of the main reasons why MFIs have started to move from joint to individual lending.
Somewhat surprisingly, there as yet exists very limited empirical evidence on the relative merits of individual and group lending, especially in terms of impacts on borrowers. Both the ample theoretical and the more limited empirical literature mainly center on the impact of joint liability on repayment rates. Armendáriz and Morduch (2005, p. 101-102) This paper provides such evidence from a randomised field experiment among 1,148 poor women in 40 villages across rural Mongolia. The aim of the experiment, in which villages were randomly assigned to obtain access to group loans, individual loans, or no loans, is to measure and compare the impact of both types of microcredit on various poverty measures.
Importantly, neither the group nor the individual-lending programs include mandatory public repayment meetings and are thus relatively flexible forms of microcredit.
The loans provided by the programs we investigate are relatively small, targeted at female borrowers, and progressive: successful loan repayment gives access to another loan cycle, with reduced interest rates, as is the case with many microcredit programs. Our evaluation is based on two rounds of data collection: a baseline survey collected before the start of the loans and a follow-up survey collected 18 months (and potentially several loan cycles) after the baseline.
Though the loans provided under this experiment were originally intended to finance business creation, we find that in both the group-and in the individual-lending villages, about one half of all credit is used for household rather than business goals. Women who obtained access to microcredit often used the loans to purchase household assets, in particular large domestic appliances. Only among women that were offered group loans do we find an impact on business creation: the likelihood of owning an enterprise increases for these women by ten per cent more than in control villages. We also document an increase in enterprise profits but only for villages that had access to microcredit for longer periods of time. In terms of poverty impact, we find a substantial positive effect of access to group loans on food consumption, particularly of fruit, vegetables, dairy products, and non-alcoholic beverages.
In terms of individual lending, overall we document no increase in enterprise ownership, although there is some evidence that as time passes women in these villages are more likely to set up an enterprise jointly with their spouse. Amongst women in individual-lending villages we also detect no significant increase in (non-durable) consumption, though we find that women with low levels of education are significantly more likely to consume more.
The stronger impact on consumption and business creation in group-lending villages, after several loan cycles, may indicate that group loans are more effective at increasing the permanent income of households, though we detect no evidence of higher income in either individual-or group-lending villages, relative to controls. If one were to take at face value the evidence on the larger impact of group loans, one would want to ask why such loans are more effective at raising consumption (and probably long-term income). One possibility is that the joint-liability scheme better ensures discipline in terms of project selection and execution, so that larger long-run effects are achieved. We document results on informal transfers that support this hypothesis: women in group-lending villages decrease their transfers to families and friends, contrary to what we find for women in individual-lending villages.
The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 summarises the related literature and is followed by a description of our experiment in Section 3. Section 4 then explains our estimation methodology and Section 5 provides the main results. Section 6 concludes.
Related literature
This paper provides a comparative analysis of individual versus joint-liability microcredit and as such is related to the theoretical literature on joint-liability lending that emerged over the last two decades.
2 Notwithstanding the richness of this literature, the impact of joint liability on risk taking and investment behaviour remains ambiguous. For instance, on the one hand, group lending may encourage moral hazard if clients shift to riskier projects when they expect to be bailed out by co-borrowers. On the other hand, joint liability may stimulate borrowers to reduce the risk undertaken by co-borrowers since they will get punished if a coborrower defaults.
Giné, Jakiela, Karlan, and Morduch (2010) find, based on laboratory-style experiments in a Peruvian market, that contrary to much of the theoretical literature, joint liability stimulates risk taking -at least when borrowers know the investment strategies of co-borrowers. When borrowers could self-select into groups there was a strong negative effect on risk taking due to assortative matching. Fischer (2010) undertakes similar laboratory-style experiments and also finds that under limited information, group liability stimulates risk taking as borrowers free-ride on the insurance provided by co-borrowers (see also Wydick, 1999) . However, when co-borrowers have to give upfront approval for each others' projects, ex ante moral hazard is mitigated. examine the impact of joint liability on repayment rates through two randomised experiments in the Philippines. 3 They find that removing group liability, or introducing individual liability from scratch, did not affect repayment rates over the ensuing three years. In a related study, Carpena, Vole, Shapiro and Zia (2010) exploit a quasi-experiment in which an Indian MFI switched from individual to joint-liability contracts, the reverse of the switch in . They find that joint liability significantly improves loan repayment rates.
To the best of our knowledge, there as yet exists no comparative empirical evidence on the merits of both types of lending from the borrower's perspective. Earlier studies that focus on the development impact of microcredit study either individual or joint-liability microcredit, not both in the same framework. In an early contribution, Khandker and Pitt (1998) and 2 See Ghatak and Guinnane (1999) for an early summary. Theory suggests that joint liability may reduce adverse selection (Ghatak, 1999 /2000 and Gangopadhyay, Ghatak and Lensink, 2005 ; ex ante moral hazard by preventing excessively risky projects and shirking (Stiglitz, 1990; Banerjee, Besley and Guinnane, 1994 and Laffont and Rey, 2003) ; and ex post moral hazard by preventing non-repayment in case of successful projects Coate, 1995 and Bhole and Ogden, 2010 municipalities start to work more as wage-earners they eventually increased their income too.
More recently, randomised field experiments have been used to rigorously evaluate development policies, including microcredit (Duflo, Glennerster and Kremer, 2008) . Banerjee, Duflo, Glennerster and Kinnan (2010) randomly phase in access to joint-liability microcredit in the Indian city of Hyderabad. The authors find a positive impact on business creation and investments by existing businesses, while the impact on consumption is heterogeneous. Those that start an enterprise reduce their non-durable consumption so they can pay for the fixed cost of the start-up (which typically exceeds the available loan amount).
In contrast, non-entrepreneurs increase their non-durable consumption. Crépon, Devoto, Duflo, and Parienté (2011) find that the introduction of joint-liability loans in rural Morocco led to a significant expansion of the scale of pre-existing entrepreneurial activities. Here as well there was a heterogeneous impact on consumption with those expanding their business decreasing their non-durable and overall consumption.
Two other field experiments focus on individual-liability loans. Karlan and Zinman (2011) instructed loan officers in the Philippines to randomly reconsider applicants that had been labelled 'marginal' by a credit-scoring model. They find that access to loans reduced the number and size of businesses operated by those who received a loan. In a similar vein, Augsburg, De Haas, Harmgart and Meghir (2011) analyze the impact of microcredit on marginal borrowers of a Bosnian MFI. In contrast to Karlan and Zinman (2011) , they find that microcredit increased entrepreneurship although the impact was heterogeneous -similar to and Crépon (2011) . Because microloans only partially relaxed 6 liquidity constraints, households had to find additional resources to finance investments.
Households that already had a business and that were highly educated did so by drawing on savings. In contrast, business start-ups and less-educated households, with insufficient savings, had to cut back consumption. These households also reduced the school attendance of young adults aged 16-19.
Our paper is the first to use the same experimental context to compare the impact of individual versus joint-liability microcredit on borrowers.
The experiment

Background
Microfinance, as it is known today, originated in Bangladesh -one of the most densely populated parts of the world with 1,127 people per km 2 -but has also taken hold in less populated countries. One of these is Mongolia, which encompasses a land area half the size of India but with less than 1 per cent of its number of inhabitants. This makes it the least densely populated country in the world with just 1.7 people per km 2 . 4 This extremely low population density means that disbursing, monitoring, and collecting small loans to remote borrowers is very costly, particularly in rural areas. Mongolian MFIs are therefore constantly looking for cost-efficient ways to service such borrowers.
Mongolian microcredit has traditionally been provided in the form of individual loans, reflecting concerns that the nomadic lifestyle of indigenous Mongolians had impeded the build up of social capital outside of the family. Notwithstanding such concerns, informal collective self-help groups (nukhurlul) have developed and some of these have started to provide small loans to their members, in effect operating as informal savings and credit cooperatives. This indicates that group lending might be feasible in rural Mongolia too.
Moreover, recent theoretical work suggests that when group contracts are sufficiently flexible, group loans can be superior to individual loans even in the absence of social capital (Bhole and Oden, 2010) . This implies that group lending may also work in countries were social connectedness and the threat of social sanctions is relatively limited.
This paper describes a randomised field experiment conducted in cooperation with XacBank, one of Mongolia's main banks and the second largest provider of microfinance in the country, to compare the impact of individual and group loans on borrowers' living standards. 5 While
XacBank provides both men and women with microcredit, our experiment focused on extending credit to relatively less well-off women in rural areas. This specific target group was believed to have considerably less access to formal credit compared to richer, male, and The baseline survey measured variables that reflect households' standards of living and could be expected to change over the 1.5 year interval of the experiment. These include income, consumption, and savings; entrepreneurial activity and labour supply; asset ownership and debt; and informal transfers. In addition, information was elicited about household composition and education; exposure to economic shocks; and respondents' income expectations. The surveys also collected information on context-specific poverty indicators such as livestock ownership and the quality and size of the dwelling, usually a ger.
9
Randomisation took place after completion of the baseline survey so that at the time of the interview, respondents did not know whether or not they would be offered a group loan, an individual loan, or no loan at all. Randomisation took place at the village level, with 15 villages receiving access to individual loans, 15 receiving access to group loans, while in 10 control villages XacBank did not provide loans to the participating women for the duration of the experiment. In all three types of villages XacBank continued to provide individual microloans to regular, more wealthy clients most of whom where male.
9 A ger is a portable tent made from a wood frame and felt coverings. Its size is measured by the number of lattice wall sections (khana). A basic ger consists of four or five khana, with larger and less common sizes including six, eight, or ten khana. Bigger gers are a sign of wealth as they are more costly to heat. A sufficiently insulated ger has two layers of protective felt, whereas poorer households often only have one layer. Gers are sometimes surrounded by (costly) wooden fences (hashaa) that offer protection from the wind.
Randomisation across rather than within villages was chosen because it was administratively and politically easier to manage. Moreover, randomisation across villages avoids the possibility that the program affects even individuals who do not receive it directly, though informal transfers and connections. We also stratified at the province level because a completely randomised design could have resulted in a situation whereby some provinces contained only treatment or control villages, which was unacceptable to XacBank. Also, to the extent that geographical or economical differences between provinces are large, we might not have been able to detect treatment differences in an unstratified design.
After randomisation, group formation proceeded in the 15 group-lending villages, but not in the individual-lending and control villages. Group formation consisted of the development of internal procedures, the election of a group leader, and the signing of a group charter. Groups were formed by the women themselves, not by XacBank. A maximum of two women per group were allowed to be from the same family. Group members lived in the same village and already knew each other to varying degrees. In many cases actual group composition differed substantially from the potential groups that were identified at the very beginning of the experiment when women had to indicate their interest (or not) to participate in the project.
After a group had collected enough internal savings it could apply for its first XacBank loan.
We provide detailed information on the type of loans offered in Section 3.4 below. individual-lending and two group-lending villages for structured interviews and discussions with a number of borrowers about how they experienced the lending programs. We find no significant differences in household structure, informal transfers, selfemployment, wage earnings, the value of the dwelling, or consumption patterns. Households are also very similar in terms of a large number of other consumption and asset-ownership measures (not shown but available upon request).
Randomisation
Panel C also shows no significant differences between control and treatment villages in terms of the number and type of businesses operated by our respondents and their households. We do find, however, some differences in terms of access to finance at the household level. A majority of the households had at least one loan outstanding at the time of the baseline survey and this percentage is higher in the individual-lending villages (67 per cent) than in the control villages (56 per cent). However, conditional on having at least one loan, there are no significant differences between the treatment and control villages in the average number of loans per household, the total debt value (in absolute terms and in percent of household income), and the debt-service burden.
These figures also indicate that at the time of our baseline survey the penetration of microcredit was already well advanced in rural Mongolia. For our purposes, however, an important question is whether households were already using their access to microcredit to finance entrepreneurial activities by our female respondents. Our baseline data show that this appears not to be the case. First, from Panel C we see that around 75 per cent of all outstanding loans were used for consumption, mainly to buy electric household appliances, instead of income generation. This picture is the same across all types of villages. This table provides t-test results for means comparisons of household and village characteristics in individual-lending versus control villages and in group-lending versus control villages. P-values are reported between brackets. ***, **, * denote significance at the 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10-level. In case of household characteristics, the standard errors are clustered at the village level. Table A1 provides per cent of their outstanding debt in a female-run business, whereas these percentages where 11 and 10 per cent in individual and group-lending villages. These percentages, as well as the absolute amounts, do not differ significantly between control and treatment villages.
We conclude that the randomisation process was successful: we find very few significant differences between treatment and control villages, despite considering a broad range of variables. The few differences that do exist are small and do not provide evidence of a systematic disparity between treatment and control villages along any particular dimension.
We are therefore confident that randomisation ensured absence of selection bias so that we can attribute any post-treatment differences in outcomes to the lending programs.
The loan products
The purpose of both group and individual loans was to allow women to finance small-scale entrepreneurial activities. 10 Given the focus on business creation and expansion, loans had a grace period of either two months (for loans exceeding six months) or one month (for shorterterm loans). 11 The interest rate varied between 1.5 and 2 per cent per month and was reduced by 0.1 per cent after each successful loan cycle. Other dynamic incentives included the possibility to increase the loan amount and/or maturity after each repaid loan (Table 2) .
Group-loan contracts stated that loans were based on joint liability and that XacBank would terminate lending to the whole group if that group did not fully repay a loan. Most group loans were composed of individually approved sub-loans with a maturity between 3 and 12 months depending on the loan cycle (within a group all sub-loans had the same maturity).
Groups could also apply for a joint loan to finance a collective business, for instance to grow crops. The maximum size of the first loan to a group member was MNT 500,000 (USD 435).
10 Besides agriculture -both animal husbandry and crop growing -the main village industries are baking, woodprocessing, retail activities, and felt making. 11 Field, Pande, and Papp (2010) provide evidence from a randomised field experiment in India that indicates that a two-month grace period -instead of the regular two weeks -and the associated flexibility led to more business creation and investments but also to lower repayment rates.
Group members had to agree among themselves who would get a loan and for what purpose.
They then had to apply for the loan and XacBank screened each application independently.
12
If a borrower's project was deemed too risky XacBank could exclude it while the other members would still get a loan. If most projects were judged to be too risky then the total group loan was rejected. Contrary to individual loans the screening of group loans thus involved a two-stage process: first by co-borrowers and then by a XacBank loan officer.
Individual loans Group loans
Progressive?
Monthly interest rate Grace period Monthly, no public repayment meetings. In case of group loans, the group leader collects and hands over repayments to the loan officer Yes: larger loans, lower interest rate, and longer maturity after each successfully repaid loan 1.5% to 2% One or two months depending on loan maturity
Before applying for a loan, groups had to build up savings in a joint savings account equivalent to 20 per cent of the requested loan amount. Group members were in principle allowed to pledge assets instead of the compulsory savings although XacBank encouraged borrowers to use savings. The savings not only served as collateral but were also a means of ascertaining whether potential borrowers had sufficient financial discipline. Group leaders were responsible for monitoring and collecting loan repayments and handing them over to the loan officer on a monthly basis. There were no public repayment meetings or other mandatory meetings.
13 Groups decided themselves on the modalities of their cooperation, including the frequency of meetings (typically once per month).
Individual loans were similar to the sub-loans provided to group members, though larger on average. XacBank did not use predetermined collateral requirements but took collateral if available. As a result 91 per cent of the individual loans were collateralised, with the average collateral value close to 90 per cent of the loan amount. The maturity of individual loans ranged from 2 to 24 months, depending on the experience of the borrower and the type of business being invested in. Group loans had a somewhat shorter maturity (192 days on average) than individual loans (245 days) which reflects the smaller size of the former.
Similar to group loans, individual loans did not involve any mandatory group activities such as repayment meetings.
Loan take-up
After the baseline survey XacBank started disbursing individual (group) loans in individual (group) treatment villages. All women who had signed up and expressed an initial interest in borrowing were visited by a loan officer and received a first loan after a successful screening. We use information from the follow-up survey to better understand why a relatively large proportion of women in treatment villages did not borrow. First, the data show that of the 326 women who had initially signed up in the treatment villages but who did not get a loan during the experiment, 167 (51 per cent) never actually applied for a loan. At the time of signing up women did not know whether they would get access to an individual or a group loan (or end up in a control village). Some women may only have been interested in an individual (group) loan and may therefore not have applied when their village was assigned to group (individual) lending.
13 Field and Pande (2008) randomly assign weekly and monthly repayment meetings and find that a more flexible schedule can significantly lower transaction costs without increasing defaults.
Second, of the non-borrowers who had applied for a loan, 47 per cent refused the offer made by XacBank. The main reasons stated for not taking up the loan were that the amount was too small, the interest rate too high, or the repayment schedule unsuitable. In total, about 75 per cent of the 'non-treatment' was therefore due to women who either did not apply for a loan or who applied for one but subsequently refused the offer. This leaves about a quarter of all 'untreated' women who were actually refused a loan by XacBank.
When we asked respondents during the follow-up survey why XacBank had refused them a loan, the main answers were 'too much outstanding debt' and 'insufficient collateral'. As discussed in Section 3.3, the baseline survey revealed that many households already had at least one microloan, mainly for consumption purposes. Interviews with loan officers indicated that existing debt at the household level made them hesitant to provide additional loans to female household members, even though these new loans were intended for entrepreneurial purposes rather than for consumption. At the time the Mongolian Central Bank had also become increasingly concerned about overindebtedness in rural areas. Loan officers may have been particularly conservative in lending to poorer-than-usual borrowers, despite having been explicitly instructed to do so by XacBank management. Table 3 displays the results of reduced-form probit regressions to explain the probability of loan take-up in more detail. We find a higher probability of borrowing in group-lending villages (significant at the 10 per cent level). A closer inspection of the underlying data indicates that the higher lending probability in group-lending villages is not driven by XacBank covering some (group) villages earlier than others or by the follow-up survey being conducted earlier in individual-lending villages. Instead, demand for loans may have been lower in individual-lending villages either because the availability of microcredit was somewhat higher in the first place (see Panel C of Table 1 ) or because access to group loans (previously unavailable to anyone in these villages) was valued more than access to individual loans (previously available).
( Table 3 . Loan take-up
This table presents probit regressions to explain the probability of loan take-up in the individual and group lending villages. Standard errors are reported in brackets. ***, **, * denote significance at the 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10-level. Table A1 provides the definitions and sources of all variables.
All villages Group villages Individual villages
Interestingly, the number (or amount) of outstanding loans at the time of the baseline survey is not negatively associated with the probability of obtaining a loan during the experiment (for instance because households had already reached their borrowing capacity, either according to their own judgment or that of the loan officer). We do find a negative but imprecisely measured association with previous loans, i.e. loans that had been repaid at the time of the baseline survey. Prior use of loans could indicate borrower quality in which case one would expect a positive sign. A negative sign may indicate that previous borrowers no longer require loans, or that they were not satisfied with the loan product. Note that the prior loan variable is significantly negative in the group-village specification (when province fixed effects are included) indicating that borrowers with no or limited borrowing experience were particularly likely to participate in a group loan. This may indicate that even when individual loans are available some women may only be interested in applying for a group loan.
Finally, households who own a well, fence, or tools and machinery had a higher probability of getting a loan, either because they are more wealthy or could use these items as collateral.
Attrition
The follow-up survey took place approximately 1.5 years after the baseline survey and 86 per cent of respondents were successfully re-interviewed. While an attrition rate of 14 per cent is relatively low, there is always the concern that non-response was not random across treatment and control villages, which could bias the estimated treatment effects. To investigate this, we estimate the probability of attrition as a function of treatment village dummies as well as a range of respondent, village, and household characteristics. Table 4 shows that respondents in individual-lending villages are almost 7 percentage points more likely to attrit compared to those in control villages, and this is of borderline statistical significance at conventional levels (depending on the inclusion of control variables and/or province fixed effects). We detect no differential patterns in attrition between group and control villages. On further investigation, we find that the differential attrition is driven by two individual-lending villages where the wedding season was underway at the time of the follow-up survey, resulting in many respondents being away from home temporarily. We are thus reassured that the reason for higher attrition is unlikely to be related to the program, and so we retain these two villages in the analysis. While one might think that loan use might be distorted due to the wedding season, we note that we also estimate all models excluding these two villages and find that our results are robust.
Lastly, we note that other variables have the expected association with attrition: respondents that own a fence or a well and families with more women and small children are less likely to attrit -as one would expect, given that these characteristics are generally associated with less mobility. Households that live further from the province center and/or own horses or camels are more likely to attrit, presumably because they are more likely to live a semi-nomadic lifestyle and are thus more difficult to locate for interviews. Households that experienced a recent death were less likely to participate in the follow-up survey too.
(1) Table 4 . Attrition
This table presents probit regressions to explain the probability of non-participation in the follow-up survey. P-values are reported in brackets. ***, **, * denote significance at the 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10-level. Table A1 provides the definitions and sources of all variables.
Methodology
In what follows, we report the results of an intention to treat (ITT) analysis where we compare all women who initially signed up in treatment villages, irrespective of whether they borrowed or not, with those who signed up in control villages. 15 The advantage of this conservative approach is that we can interpret the experimental intervention as a policy and learn about the impact on the population that XacBank initially targeted, and not just on those who actually borrowed. We also employed an instrumental variables (IV) methodology in which we instrument actual borrowing status of participants with a dummy indicating whether or not the village was randomised to be a treatment village. These IV results are very similar to the ITT findings described below and are available on request.
Results reported here use a difference-in-differences technique to compare respondents in treatment and control villages before and after the loan treatment. 16 Whilst in principle we could attribute post-treatment differences to the lending programs, we improve precision slightly when we take various baseline characteristics into account that are strong determinants of the outcome variables. All findings remain very similar if we use posttreatment data only. Our basic regression framework is:
(1) where:
• ivt Y is the outcome variable of interest for individual i in village v at time t (t=0 (1) at baseline (follow-up) survey);
• v I is a binary variable equal to 1 for individual-lending villages (0 otherwise);
• v G is a binary variable equal to 1 for group-lending villages (0 otherwise); 15 One can calculate the impact of access to microcredit on those women who actually borrowed -i.e. the average effect of the treatment on the treated (ATT) -by dividing the ITT effect by the probability of receiving treatment (57 per cent in the group-lending villages and 50 per cent in the individual-lending villages). A caveat is that this may not generalize, as those who receive the treatment may be systematically different from those who do not. As the (heroic) assumption underlying consistent estimation of ATT is that unobservable characteristics do not affect the decision to participate, we only show ITT parameters. 16 We estimate using OLS for continuous dependent variables, a probit model for binary dependent variables, and a tobit model for dependent variables that are censored at zero.
• t F is a follow-up binary variable (0 for baseline observations);
• ivo X is a set of baseline characteristics of respondents, their households, and their villages;
• ivt  is an i.i.d. error term clustered at the village level.
In this specification 2  and 4  measure the impact of the individual and group lending treatment, respectively. In addition, we also run more flexible specifications where we allow for heterogeneous impacts. We first allow for variation by education level of the respondent, which we consider to be an indicator of long-term poverty of the household: 
where 3  and 6  give the additional effect of treatment intensity in individual-lending and group-lending villages, respectively.
We measure treatment intensity at the village level to avoid endogeneity problems: more motivated and entrepreneurial individuals may make sure to get exposed to the lending program early on, which would lead us to erroneously attribute the effect of these borrower characteristics to early treatment. We should stress that the intensity of the program was not purposely varied in a random fashion among the treatment sample. One should therefore interpret with caution the results obtained estimating equation (3) 48. This means that not only is the probability of borrowing higher in group villages, but so also is the intensity of the treatment.
Results
Loan use
We first provide a picture of what borrowers reported having used their loans for. Table 5 shows that women used the individual and group loans in very similar ways. Assuming that the purchase of livestock, tools, and machinery are business expenses, we find that 67 (66) per cent of group (individual) borrowers used their first loan mainly to invest in a new or existing enterprise, putting between 70 and 80 per cent of the loan to this purpose, with the remainder being used for household expenses. In the case of second loans, fewer women -43 (51) We can also compare what women reported as the purpose of the loan at baseline and at follow-up. When we do this, we find that 86 (93) per cent of group (individual) borrowers who at follow-up stated that they had used their loan(s) mainly for business purposes, had consistently indicated at the start of the experiment that they would use the loan for entrepreneurial activities. However, 82 per cent of women in both types of treatment villages who used the loan mainly for consumption had reported at baseline that they would use it to invest in a business. We cannot say whether they intentionally misreported at baseline (as the loans were marketed as business loans) or whether they later on changed their minds.
Impact of the microcredit programs
A key objective of the microcredit programs was to encourage women to expand or invest in small-scale enterprises, with the ultimate aim of reducing poverty and improving well-being.
To evaluate the extent to which the programme achieved these two objectives, we first look at the effect on enterprise creation and growth, and on whether enterprise profits increased. We then go on to estimate its effect on detailed household consumption, as a measure of wellbeing. To pre-empt, we find evidence of households in group villages increasing investment in enterprises, and corresponding increases in consumption. We detect no systematic effects in individual villages.
Did the programs affect business creation and growth?
As discussed, one of the main intermediate objectives of the programs was to encourage women to invest in new or existing small-scale enterprises. We have seen some suggestive evidence that this was the case, with a large majority of women reporting having used a substantial part of their loan(s) to invest in working capital and fixed assets. In this section we estimate the effect on business creation and growth. Table 6 shows estimates from equation
(1) through (3). The odd (even) columns show the impacts for group (individual) loans.
We first estimate the basic impact using equation (1), and then estimate heterogeneous impacts by education level (equation (2)) and treatment intensity (equation (3)). Treatment intensity is measured as the number of borrowing months or as the number of loans, and is in both cases the average at the village level. In line with equation (3) the intensity effects measure the impact of longer actual exposure to loans over and above the basic ITT effect.
We use the same estimation approach for the other outcome variables. All regressions include a standard set of baseline respondent and village-level covariates (listed in Table A1 in the Annex) and our results remain robust to the exclusion of these covariates.
Columns (1) and (2) show the impact of access to microcredit on the probability that the household operates a small-scale business, whether the respondent's own one, her partner's, or their joint one (65 per cent of respondents are married or cohabitating). Columns (3) and (4) show similar regressions but specifically for the respondent's own enterprise. We see that access to group loans has a significant positive impact on female entrepreneurship and this effect is largely driven by less-educated women (see row II). At the end of the experiment, these women had a 29 per cent higher chance of operating a business compared to women in the control villages. This difference is 10 per cent for highly educated women. 17 Rows III and IV show that a large part of these effects is driven by women who had been exposed to (repeat) loans for a longer period of time. IV.
This table presents the results of difference-in-differences ITT regressions to measure the impact of group (G) and individual (I) loans on business creation and growth. Base effect refers to the basic difference between the treatment and the control villages.
High education refers to an interaction term between a dummy for highly educated women and the base effect. Intensity: Months refers to an interaction term between intensity measure Months and the base effect. Intensity: Number refers to an interaction term between intensity measure Number and the base effect. Regressions also include a standard set of unreported pre-treatment covariates (see Table A1 ). The standard errors are clustered by village and reported in brackets. ***, **, * denote significance at the 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10-level. Table A1 provides the definitions and sources of all variables.
Probability of any type of business
Probability of female business
Profit of any businesses combined
Profit of female business Table 6 . Impact on business creation and growth I.
II.
III.
The results for access to individual loans are less strong. Columns (2) and (4) indicate no impact on female entrepreneurship, although there is a positive impact on total entrepreneurship over time (row III). This latter effect is driven by joint enterprises which become more prevalent in individual-lending compared to control villages. In individuallending villages where respondents borrowed on average for six months, the probability that a household operates any type of business is 12 percentage points higher than in the control villages. Interestingly, the nature of the businesses operated by women themselves and those operated jointly with their spouses differ. The former are mostly sewing businesses and small-scale retail activities whereas the latter comprise mainly animal husbandry and crop production.
Chart 1 While in all four graphs the probability of business ownership increases with loan exposure, the confidence intervals are narrowest for female enterprises in group-lending villages and for all enterprises in individual-lending villages. For example, a typical respondent in a grouplending village where respondents were only exposed to credit for a few days, had a 36 per cent probability of operating her own enterprise (the same as in a control village). A similar respondent in a group-lending village where respondents had been borrowing for a full 12 months had a 53 per cent probability of running a business. This 53 per cent is outside the 95 per cent interval surrounding the point estimate of 36 per cent for respondents in relatively less treated villages. These results mirror those in Table 6 : female enterprises became more prevalent in group-lending villages (compared to the control villages) whereas in individuallending villages there was a gradual and significant increase in the number of businesses operated jointly by borrowers and their spouses.
This chart shows the probability of enterprise ownership by an average respondent in the individual lending villages (left-hand side) and group-lending villages (right-hand side) as a function of the number of months respondents in a village borrowed on average from XacBank. The top two graphs show the probability of female-owned businesses whereas the two graphs at the bottom show the probability that the average household operates any type of business (operated by the respondent, her spouse, or jointly Columns (5) to (8) in Table 6 analyze whether access to credit resulted in more profitable enterprises. Even though enterprise profitability decreased in both treatment and control villages between the baseline and follow-up surveys, mainly due to the economic crisis, access to credit seems to have partly shielded borrowers from this impact. Columns (5) and (7) show that over time and after repeat borrowing, enterprises in group-lending villages were significantly more profitable than those in control villages. After half a year of exposure to credit, the difference in yearly profitability amounts to over 200,000 tögrög, or almost one third of the average annual enterprise profits at baseline. We find a similar positive impact on business profits in individual-lending villages, although here again the impact is mainly due to enterprises that are operated jointly with the borrower's partner.
Finally, we look at whether households increased labour supply in line with this increased business creation. About a quarter of respondents were employed in wage activities at the time of the baseline interview and they received an average wage of MNT 130,000 (USD 113) per month. During the experiment the share of wage employment remained unchanged and there was a marked drop in salary levels, most likely due to the global crisis. We find no clear impact of the programs on total labour supply or income at the household level, nor do we find an impact when we split labour supply into wage labour and hours worked in own enterprises (Table 7) . There is weak evidence (at the 10 per cent significance level) that over time group borrowers work less for a wage, which would be in line with the increase in female self-employment. We do not find a significant impact on enterprise labour for these group borrowers though. In contrast, there is some evidence that households in individuallending villages start to work more in enterprises over time, in line with the evidence on gradual (joint) enterprise creation. Despite these impacts we do not find any significant effect on overall household income (or on wage income and income from benefits separately). III.
IV.
Table 7. Impact on labour supply and income
This table presents the results of difference-in-differences ITT regressions to measure the impact of group (G) and individual (I) loans on labour supply and income. Base effect refers to the basic difference between the treatment and the control villages. High education refers to an interaction term between a dummy for highly educated women and the base effect. Intensity: Months refers to an interaction term between intensity measure Months and the base effect. Intensity: Number refers to an interaction term between intensity measure Number and the base effect. Regressions also include a standard set of unreported pretreatment covariates (see Table A1 ). The standard errors are clustered by village and reported in brackets. ***, **, * denote significance at the 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10-level. Table A1 provides the definitions and sources of all variables.
Hours of wage labour by HH in average week
Hours of enterprise labour by HH in average week
Total household income I.
Did household well-being increase? The impact on consumption and asset ownership
In order to assess whether borrowers' increased engagement in entrepreneurial activities fed through to improving household well-being -a key objective of the program -we next estimate the effects of the program on household consumption. We use detailed information on consumption patterns elicited in the surveys, in which food consumption is measured over the past week (at a disaggregate level as well as overall), and non-durable and durable consumption over the past month and year, respectively.
Interestingly, we find robust evidence that access to group loans led to more and healthier food consumption, in particular of fresh items such as fruits, vegetables and dairy products (Table 8 ). With the exception of dairy these effects are not only due to increased home production: we also see treated clients purchasing more. The probability that a household consumed dairy products, fruits and vegetables, and non-alcoholic drinks in the last week was 5, 10 and 13 percentage points higher in group-lending than control villages. Total food consumption was 17 percentage points higher. To put this into context, the average loan per borrower in group-lending villages is 300 USD and the average monthly pre-treatment food consumption in group-lending (and control) villages was 108 USD per household. So the estimated effect implies that over time food consumption increased by 19 USD more per household in group villages, i.e. 6.3 per cent of the loan amount. Over time we also see an increase in the use of combustibles and additional felt for ger isolation as well as other nondurable and total consumption. In line with we find a negative impact on the probability of smoking and the amount spent on cigarettes, a typical temptation good.
In contrast to households in group-lending villages, households in individual-lending villages do not experience much change in their consumption as a result of access to credit. We do not find any effects on aggregate consumption and expenditure variables -not even with increased exposure to treatment. II.
Non-alcoholic drinks
I.
II.
III. 
III.
Felt for ger
Cigarettes
This table presents the results of difference-in-differences ITT regressions to measure the impact of group (G) and individual (I) loans on consumption. Food consumption refers to past week, non-durable expenditure to past month, and durable expenditure to past year. Base effect refers to the basic difference between the treatment and the control villages. High education refers to an interaction term between a dummy for highly educated women and the base effect. Intensity: Months refers to an interaction term between intensity measure Months and the base effect. Intensity: Number refers to an interaction term between intensity measure Number and the base effect. Regressions also include a standard set of unreported pre-treatment covariates (see Table A1 ). Standard errors are clustered by village and reported in brackets. ***, **, * denote significance at the 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10-level. Table A1 provides the definitions and sources of all variables.
Our evidence on consumption and business creation somewhat contrasts with recent evidence from other microcredit field experiments, such as in India and Augsburg et al. (2011) in Bosnia, who find that clients who start new businesses reduce consumption, at least in the short run and probably to be able to finance the new business.
Our results could be explained by the fact that our follow-up survey is conducted 18 months after the start of the program and after several loan cycles. This would imply that the women who did start a new business might be already reaping the returns and the higher (permanent) income of such an activity.
We also consider whether asset ownership increased, and find evidence that overall asset wealth does increase over time in group-lending villages, but not in individual-lending villages -see Table 9 . In particular, we detect a significant increase in the ownership of VCRs, radios, and large household appliances for both treatment types. At the end of the experiment the probability of owning a VCR or radio was 17 and 14 per cent higher in the group and individual-lending villages, respectively. For large household appliances the corresponding figures are 9 and 7 per cent.
In unreported regressions we do not find a robust impact of access to either type of loan on the likelihood of owning the main dwelling or on the value of this house or ger. There is thus no evidence that loans encouraged borrowers to buy new property or invest in their existing main property. However, in columns (5) and (7) we do find some evidence that less-educated women in group-lending villages disinvest in second gers, land, and vehicles. This may indicate that less-educated women sold some of these assets in order to combine the proceeds with the loan amount and invest in small-scale businesses (see Section 5.2.1). In line with this interpretation, the results in column (17) show that these women are 30 per cent more likely to own tools at the end of the experiment, which closely matches the 29 per cent higher chance of operating a business (Table 6 ). Over time we document an increase in unsold stock and raw materials, cattle, and riding equipment in group-lending villages, again in line with an expansion of business activity. Number of animals (in bod) Number of cattle Probability large household appliances Probability riding equipment II.
III.
Probability unsold stock and raw materials Probability tools I. Table 9 . Impact on asset ownership I.
II.
Value of all assets (incl. main dwelling)
Probability 2 nd house
This table presents the results of difference-in-differences ITT regressions to measure the impact of group (G) and individual (I) loans on asset ownership. Base effect refers to the basic difference between the treatment and the control villages. High education refers to an interaction term between a dummy for highly educated women and the base effect. Intensity: Months refers to an interaction term between intensity measure Months and the base effect. Intensity: Number refers to an interaction term between intensity measure Number and the base effect. Bod are standardized Mongolian livestock units. One horse, yak, or cattle equals one bod; one camel equals 1.4 bod; one sheep equals 1/6 bod; and one goat equals 1/7 bod. Regressions also include a standard set of unreported pre-treatment covariates (see Table A1 ). The standard errors are clustered by village and reported in brackets. ***, **, * denote significance at the 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10-level. Table A1 provides the definitions and sources of all variables.
Probability television
IV.
Probability VCR or radio Probability 2 nd ger Probability land/well III.
Probability vehicle
We find fairly similar results for individual-lending villages: over time a reduction in second houses and an increase in the ownership of land and second gers. We also find an increase, relative to control villages, in the ownership of VCRs/radios, large household appliances and also of televisions (over time). Finally, there was a gradual increase in the ownership of tools in the individual-lending villages, in line with the increase in the (general) business activity that we document for these villages in Table 6 and Chart 1.
Do the programs crowd out transfers?
The results The survey asked households about their informal -monetary and in-kind -transactions with friends and family during the past year and the most recent month. Although we do not find an overall ITT effect of either lending program on informal transfers, we document that over time group borrowers received less transfers both from friends and family members (Table   10) . Probability of receiving transfers from family during the last month
Probability of making transfers to family during the last month
This table presents the results of difference-in-differences ITT regressions to measure the impact of group (G) and individual (I) loans on informal transfers to and from family and friends. Base effect refers to the basic difference between the treatment and the control villages. High education refers to an interaction term between a dummy for highly educated women and the base effect. Intensity: Months refers to an interaction term between intensity measure Months and the base effect. Intensity: Number refers to an interaction term between intensity measure Number and the base effect. Regressions also include a standard set of unreported pre-treatment covariates (see Table A1 ). Standard errors are clustered by village and reported in brackets. ***, **, * denote significance at the 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10-level. Table A1 provides the definitions and sources of all variables.
III.
Probability of receiving transfers from friends
during the last year Probability of making transfers to friends during the last year II.
They were also less likely to make transfers to friends. Those that had been exposed to group loans for at least six months were 6 percentage points less likely to receive transfers from friends, 14 percentage points less likely to receive transfers from family, and 8 percentage points less likely to make transfers to friends.
Interestingly, we find opposite effects in individual-lending villages. For individuals exposed to more loans and over a longer period of time, we detect an increase in the probability of making transfers to and receiving transfers from friends during the past year. We also find an increase in such transfers to and from family members over the past month. The relationship between the intensity of exposure to credit and the probability of receiving or giving transfers is shown in Charts 2a and 2b.
Chart 2a. Treatment intensity and informal transfers in group-lending villages
This chart shows the probability of receiving or giving informal transfers for an average respondent in the group-lending villages as a function of the number of months respondents borrowed on average from XacBank. The top two graphs show the probability of giving (left) and receiving (right) transfers to and from friends, while the bottom two graphs show the same for transfers to and from family members. The blue lines indicate the expected probability while the white lines indicate a 95 per cent confidence interval. 
Chart 2b. Treatment intensity and informal transfers in individual-lending villages
This chart shows the probability of receiving or giving informal transfers for an average respondent in the individual-lending villages as a function of the number of months respondents borrowed on average from XacBank. The top two graphs show the probability of giving (left) and receiving (right) transfers to and from friends, while the bottom two graphs show the same for transfers to and from family members. The blue lines indicate the expected probability while the white lines indicate a 95 per cent confidence interval. Fafchamps, McKenzie, Quinn, and Woodruff (2011) , respectively. The latter paper finds that women who received cash transfers did not increase their business profits as large portions of the cash grants ended up in household consumption and, to a lesser extent, transfers to others. Self-control problems, i.e. borrowers' inability to commit themselves to invest large parts of the cash grants into their enterprises and to resist the temptation to spend money on competing demands, including from friends and family, were a core explanation for the ineffectiveness of cash grants. Our results are also in line with Karlan and Zinman (2011) who find that individual-liability loans may increase access to informal credit from friends and family in the case of emergencies. Finally, our finding that cigarette consumption increased far less in group-lending villages than in control villages, may reflect similar mechanisms. Just like group discipline can reduce the temptation to pass on part of the new loan to friends and family, it may also reduce spending on temptation goods (see also Banerjee and Mullainathan, 2010) .
Repayment
In the preceding sections we documented a positive impact of access to group loans on consumption and business activities as well as some weaker effects of access to individual loans on business activity. In this section, we analyze the repayment behaviour of both types of borrowers. also compare repayment rates between group and individual lending programs -both with mandatory weekly repayment meetings -and find no significant differences. In contrast, Carpena, Vole, Shapiro and Zia (2010) find that joint liability is associated with better loan repayment.
To construct our repayment data we use monthly reporting files that XacBank compiled on the basis of its administrative software. These files contain for each borrower the loan amount, interest rate, disbursement and due dates, loan purpose, collateral, overdue principle and interest, paid penalties as well as whether the client defaulted on the loan (defined as customers that were at least 90 days late in repaying one or more loan instalments). Table 11 presents probit regressions to explain the probability of loan default. The dependent variable is a dummy that indicates whether a borrower defaulted ('1') or not ('0'). The first two columns are based on a sample of first-time XacBank loans whereas the third and fourth columns are based on the full sample that includes repeat loans.
We find, regardless of whether we control for borrower and loan characteristics, no difference between the probability of default in group-lending and individual-lending villages. This confirms the findings of although in our case neither loan program included mandatory repayment meetings whereas in their experiment both programs included such meetings.
The covariates in columns (2) and (4) give additional information on the borrower and loan characteristics that influence default probability. While the size of the loan does not influence the likelihood of repayment, there is a negative impact (at the 10 per cent significance level) of the amount of outstanding debt at the time of the baseline survey.
(1) Table A1 provides the definitions and sources of all variables. Source of repayment data: XacBank.
First loan All loans
Respondents with outstanding debt at baseline where thus more likely to (be able to) repay the subsequent XacBank loan. Borrowers that had already successfully passed the screening of another bank, where less risky compared to first-time borrowers.
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In addition, column (4) indicates that repeat borrowers were significantly less risky, possibly because they had already successfully passed XacBank's own screening procedures and subsequently paid on time. For both first-time and repeat loans we also find that as loans mature (increasing number of months since disbursement) the risk of default increases, all else equal (see also Carpena et al., 2010) .
Interestingly, a number of covariates are only of importance for first-time loans. Those that owned land or operated an enterprise at baseline were less risky borrowers as were the relatively highly educated. Ownership of a TV at baseline increased the risk of default, perhaps because this identifies women who use(d) debt for consumptive purposes. None of these variables is statistically significant at the 5 per cent level in the regression based on the whole loan sample (column 4). For repeat borrowers these variables are less important compared to the information that is contained in the variable that measures the number of successful previous loans with XacBank during the experiment.
Finally, in unreported regressions we look at interaction effects between the liability structure and the number of previous loans of the borrower. We find no evidence for such a differentiated impact of repeat borrowing under the two programs. We also try other interaction terms but none of these is statistically significant, implying that there is no apparent heterogeneity between group and individual borrowers in terms of their repayment behaviour. 19 To the extent that multiple borrowing and overindebtedness were a problem in rural Mongolia this is not picked up by our default analysis. The fact that we do not find differences in repayments rates does not imply, however, that borrowers with initial debt did not experience any difficulties; it just shows that in the end they managed to repay as well as first-time borrowers. High repayment rates can point to successful projects with high returns but may also mask underlying problems where borrowers need to borrow from other sources or sell assets in order to be able to repay.
Conclusions
We present results from a randomised field experiment in rural Mongolia where grouplending and individual-lending programs were randomly introduced across villages. The aim of the study was to measure and compare the effectiveness of these two types of microcredit in reducing poverty -a topic that still lacks unequivocal evidence, in particular for rural settings. While earlier papers have separately assessed the poverty impact of group lending and individual lending (Karlan and Zinman, 2011) this is the first field experiment to compare both in the same (rural) setting.
Our findings on the poverty impact of different modes of microcredit are mixed. In line with previous studies, we document that participants in both programs used part of their loans to acquire assets -VCRs, radios, and large household appliances. A second finding that holds for both treatment programs is that women with lower education seem to benefit more from the intervention than women with higher education. We interpret the level of education as a proxy poverty measure, more reliable than a wealth indicator given that it is not affected by the program and is more stable over time. The results therefore suggest that it is the poorer part of the targeted population that benefits more from the microcredit intervention, independent of how it is being delivered.
For group loans we also find a positive impact on food consumption and entrepreneurship though not on current income. Enterprise profits increase over time as well. Among households that were offered group loans the likelihood of owning an enterprise increases by ten percentage points more than in control villages (and even close to 30 percentage points for less-educated women).
Our findings for individual lending are weaker. We find no significant increase in consumption or income although over time there is an increase in the probability that women operate a business jointly with their spouse. Over time these joint enterprises, which engage in different types of activities compared to the female-operated enterprises in group-lending villages, also become more profitable.
More generally, we find that effects observed for group borrowers are also experienced by women in individual-lending villages if they are exposed to credit for longer periods of time.
For example, their likelihood of starting a business is higher the longer they have access to loans. Nevertheless, it is not clear whether these longer-term effects will translate in the same way as they do for group clients. For instance, we find no evidence that food consumption goes up with exposure in individual-lending villages.
Importantly, we find no difference in repayment rates between the two lending programs, both of which did not include weekly repayment meetings. This casts doubt on the hypothesis that microcredit repayment rates are high mainly due to the effect of weekly group meetings.
Our results indicate that, at least in our context, even without such regular meetings group and individual microcredit can have similar and high repayment rates (also note that both our loan products required some form of collateral).
There is at this stage no evidence on changes in income as a result of either of the programs, though it may be too early for such effects to be observed. The more sustained and more generalised increase in consumption (of both non-durable consumption and the service of durable items) in group-lending villages seems to indicate that these loans are more effective at increasing the permanent income of households. It would be interesting to test this hypothesis further by considering long-run income levels.
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If one were to take at face value the evidence on the stronger impact of group loans, one would want to ask why such loans are more effective at raising consumption (and probably long-term income) than individual loans. One possibility is that the joint-liability scheme better ensures discipline so that larger long-run effects can be achieved. 21 Group discipline may not only prevent the selection of overly risky investment projects, it may also ensure that a substantial part of the loans is actually invested in the first place (instead of used for consumption or transfers to others).
Our results on informal transfers can be interpreted to support this hypothesis: we find that women in group-lending villages decrease their transfer activities with families and friends, opposite to what we find in individual-lending villages. This could reflect that groups replace some of their informal financial networks but further analysis is needed to explore this. Such an analysis would also be important to assess the welfare impact of access to group loans for the borrowers as well as their friends and families. Increased within-group financial 20 There might also be a measurement issue. In developing countries income is notoriously harder to measure than consumption and might be more affected by measurement error, therefore making the detection of relatively small impacts harder. 21 The savings requirement of the group product may also have helped to select disciplined borrowers.
discipline may come at the cost of disrupting informal credit and insurance systems based on kinship and other social ties.
Finally, to some extent our weaker results for individual loans may also reflect that borrowing at baseline was somewhat higher in individual-lending villages compared to group-lending villages. Moreover, since group-lending was an innovative way of lending in the Mongolian context, the unmet demand for such a product -and consequently its marginal impact -may have been higher. Loan take-up was indeed higher in group-lending villages.
This could indicate that some women, in particular the less-educated, had not been comfortable with borrowing on an individual basis but were willing to borrow within the framework of a group. This would imply that group and individual lending are complementary financial services for which the demand may differ across borrower types.
The continuing process of liability individualisation by MFIs may therefore run the risk that certain borrowers, those that are not able or willing to borrow and invest on their own, may gradually lose access to formal financial services.
Description
Respondent and household (HH) level data (# respondents = 1,148). Source: Baseline survey
